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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Page 2, line 10, "manufacturing dispersion" is unclear. 

Page 3, line 16, "manufacturing dispersion" is unclear. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Foote 
in view of Norling et al. 

Foote discloses an inertial sensor in Fig. 3 comprising at least one vibrating element 28, 
30 having one end connected to a support element 42 and an opposite end connected to a test 
mass 54 which is hinged to the support element by at least two link elements 14, wherein the link 
elements 14 are housed in a cavity surrounding the support element 42. The vibrating elements 
28, 30 span the cavity surrounding the support element 42. Hence, the only difference between 
the claimed invention and the prior art consists in providing a vibrating element in the cavity, 
rather than across the cavity. It is known in the art to provide a vibrating element in a cavity 
between a support element and a test mass, as taught by vibrating element 40 of Norling et al., in 
order to batch process for low cost and provide for high stability. Accordingly, it would have 
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been obvious to provide a vibrating element 14 of Foote in the cavity, rather than across it, for 
low cost and high stability. 

Regarding claim 2, Norling et al. teaches providing a cavity in support element 30 in 
order to reduce nonlinearity in the vibrating element 40. Accordingly, it would have been 
obvious to provide a cavity in support element 42 in order to reduce nonlinearity in the vibrating 
element 28 or 30. 

Regarding claim 3, the vibrating elements 28, 30 of Foote vibrate in the plane of the 
sensor, which is perpendicular to the sensing axis. 

Regarding claim 4, the link elements 34 of Norling et al. extend along the hinge axis HA, 
which axis is substantially perpendicular to the vibrating element 40. 

Regarding claim 7, Foote discloses a decoupling frame 16 in Fig. 2. It would have been 
obvious to provide a decoupling frame for the support element 42 in Fig. 3 in order to provide 
stress isolation for the sensor. 

4. Claim 5 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Amand discloses an inertial sensor comprising at least one vibrating element 20a, 
20b having one end connected to a support element 16 and an opposite end connected to a test 
mass 12 which is hinged to the support element by a link element 36. Blake et al. discloses an 
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inertial sensor in Fig. 7 comprising at least one vibrating element 120, 122 having one end 
connected to a support element 124 and an opposite end connected to a test mass 126 which is 
hinged to the support element by at least two link elements 128, 130 and which includes a cavity 
in which the vibrating elements are received. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John E Chapman whose telephone number is (571) 272-2191. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Hezron 
Williams can be reached on (571) 272-2208. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




